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General Accounting Office (GAO) that threatened the completion of the entire project. In a report that was not published but was sent to LEAA for action, the GAO asserted that "weakness in planning and managing the experiment (i.e. program site activities), difficulties in implementing the projects and failure to develop sufficient research data will prevent accomplishment of the experiment's objective" (U.S. General Accounting Office 1978). It pointed out the inadequacy of the program plans approved by LEAA, the failure of program personnel to secure approval and cooperation of other agency personnel prior to funding, and insufficient staffing and/or funding, which together resulted in the failure to provide research data. The report noted that after 18 months of the 2-year grant period only 832 acceptable cases (696 from one site) had been generated instead of the more than 3,500 projected (U.S. General Accounting Office 1978, p. 9).
In response to the GAO letter, LEAA terminated two of the restitution projects and put tighter requirements, conditions, and controls on three others, but continued them and the evaluation. California voluntarily terminated participation in the experiment after a change in its sentencing laws greatly limited the number of offenders eligible for the program. Connecticut lost its funding because it continued to provide far fewer cases than promised. While the proposal had projected 1,200 offenders in the program, after 18 months only 14 cases had been validly assigned in random fashion.4
Conflicts Between Evaluations and Program Goals
Evaluation research requires clearly stated program goals and procedures. An evaluator assessing programs operating without these faces a dilemma: how to "shape up" the program to be evaluable without becoming overly involved in it. The Adult Evaluation staff faced this problem because many of the original program proposals were insufficiently conceptualized.
Another conflict between evaluations and program roles grew from the staffing patterns stipulated by LEAA. Each program had an on-site evaluation specialist who was hired to provide liaison with the CJRC staff and to coordinate data collection, but who was paid out of program funds and selected by and responsible to the program administrator. This ar-
4The project then sued LEAA for withholding the promised funds, and, in a precedent-setting case that was recently decided, LEAA won, affirming its right to terminate a contract and withhold funds from a program if it fails to adhere to the terms of the award with respect to the evaluation component.tation of the uses of these sentences.stitution as an alternative sentence that may limit the >pe and severity of court-imposed sanctions, restitution programmingion rate. Further analysis, controllingtimization Rates and Neighborhood Characteristics: Some Preliminary Findings. Paper presented at the meeting of the American Society of Criminology, Dallas, Tex., 1978.e Wolfgang et at. (1972) report. Cannot be retrieved from their published material.
